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ABSTRACT 

This thesis examines the impact a START agreement might have on United 
States and Soviet strategic nuclear forces. It then proposes an "optimum" post-START 
force mix for the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 

Thf current, as well as projected, post-START targeting policies are discussed. 
It is concluded that the impact of a START agreement on the current U.S. strategic 
targeting policy will be minimal. Although the target data base will not shrink as 
much as the forces tasked to cover it, a prioritization of targets is all that should be 
necessary with a post-START force. 

A START agreement will mean major reductions in U.S. and Soviet strategic 
nuclear forces. As proposed in this thesis, only the ICBM leg of the Triad will require 
any major re-structuring. This would include the addition of mobile ICBM systems. 
The SLBM and bomber legs will feel minimal changes (i.e., retiring POSEIDON 
SSBNs and retiring or converting some older B-52s). 

It is recommended that the B-2 program be cancelled, and funding be redirected 
into the mobile ICBM systems. By doing so the United States could utilize technology 
available today to strengthen its forces and not gamble on the low observable 
technology which a V ^alth" bomber might have. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 



A. INTRODUCTION 

Negotiations have been ongoing since 1981 towards achieving a Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaty (START). During this period the Soviet Union and the United States 
have come closer to reaching an agreement, overcoming several obstacles. It is now 
the opinion of most "experts" that a START treaty will be signed by the super-powers 
at some time in the near future. Because of the likelihood of a START agreement 
becoming reality, it becomes necessary to evaluate current strategic force postures, 
capabilities, objectives and missions in order to postulate what type of force the United 
States must form in a post-START era. 

This thesis attempts to develop, through logical reasoning, a post-START force 
mix that will meet most, if not all, of the objectives and missions necessary to ensure 
the national security interests of the United States. 1 

B. PURPOSE 

Among those who follow the START negotiations and who have the "knowledge” 
and power to recommend future strategic force postures there exists a wide disparity 
of opinions on what type of post-START force is in the best interest of the United 
States. There are even those who feel that the consummation of START will not be 
in the best interest of the U.S. because it will create forces (both U.S. and Soviet) 



'"Force mix" is used here to mean the number and ‘vpes of weapons systems 
which comprise the three legs of the Triad. The Triad is made up of a mix of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine launched ballistic missiles 
(SLBMs), and bombers equipped with nuclear gravity bombs and air launched cruise 
missiles (ALCMs). The term "deterrence," as used here, includes the concept of 
"extended deterrence" whereby the United States forces are positioned, planned, and 
structured in such a manner as to deter aggression against the U.S. and its allies. 
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which will emphasize multiple warhead missiles and thus create a disparity between 
numbers of warheads and launchers which could "tempt" each side to attempt to 
destroy the other’s arsenal before it can be launched. 2 

Aside from the issue of force reductions associated with a START treaty, there 
has been much criticism of each "leg" of the U.S. Triad (usually by members of the 
services that "own" one of the other legs of the Triad). The criticism centers on the 
respective value of each leg with regard to its contribution to national security as well 
as its costs, vulnerabilities, and effectiveness. The followir * depicts the major 
criticisms regarding the value of each leg of the U.S. Triad: 

1. ICBMs placed in silos are extremely vulnerable. They also have a large 
number of warheads mated to them which make them an attractive target for the Soviet 
Union’s planners. The Soviets could conceivably eliminate the ten silo based warheads 
on a single PEACEKEEPER missile with only two reentry vehicles (RVs) of their own. 
This can create an attractive RV exchange ratio. 

2. SLBMs may become vulnerable to Soviet anti-submarine warfare (ASW) 
forces. Since modem SSBNs carry a large number of warheads it is conceivable for 
the U.S. to lose a disproportionately large percentage of its strategic nuclear forces if 
only one SSB1J is lost to Soviet ASW forces. 3 

3. Bombers are vulnerable to attack while on the ground as well as to surface- 
to-air missiles (SAMs) while in flight. They are "soft" targets and can be eliminated 
on the ground as well as knocked out of the sky while attempting to clear their 
homebase by the overpressure area created by the burst of a relatively inaccurate 
SLBM which has a short flight time, thereby allowing little alert and escape time. 



2 Henry A. Kissinger, "The Dangers Ahead," Newsweek . Vol. CX, No. 25, pp. 34- 
41, December 21, 1987. 

3 Up to 192 RVs for TRIDENT SSBNs loaded with 24 C4, TRIDENT I missiles 
(each carrying 8 warheads). It is presumed that the D5, TRIDENT D missile will also 
carry 8 warheads. 



2 



4. Multiple Independently Targetable Reentry vehicles (MIRVs) can be de- 
stabilizing by allowing more warheads to be placed on a smaller number of missiles 
thereby making it easier for the Soviets to successfully pre-empt the U.S. forces (ie. 
offering fewer targets). A single warhead ICBM would, by this same argument, be 
much more of a stabilizing asset because it would be harder to successfully pre-empt. 4 

With the strong arguments by each proponent of each area presented above, it 
becomes obvious that some balance of forces must be achieved in order to maximize 
the benefits of each type of weapon while at the same time reducing the potential 
drawbacks of each. It is the purpose of this thesis to postulate the plausible 
parameters, including numbers and types of weapons, of such a "balanced” post-START 
U.S. strategic force mix. 

C. BACKGROUND 

The formulation and justification of a balanced post-START force mix must 
begin with a review of U.S. strategic doctrine and objectives. Presented next must 
be a review of the current order of battle (OOB) of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. 
Post-START force mix alternatives cannot be presented without first discussing the 
various U.S. and Soviet proposed START limitations; therefore, a brief review of the 
START limits, and debate, as reported in the public press, will be presented. With this 
concluded, it becomes possible to postulate a post-START force mix that can 
reasonably be expected to meet the objectives of U.S. national security. 

1, Assumptions 

The author’s professional background has been in SSBN strategic weapons 
systems. Skeptics might accordingly question his "objectiveness, " untainted by 
parochial loyalties. Every attempt is made to avoid argumentation unduly slanted 
towards SLBMs. 



■Tamar Jacoby and John Barry, "A Nuclear Balance?," Newsweek , Vol. CX, No. 
25, p. 28, December 21, 1987. 
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Initially one of the objectives of this thesis was to conduct a cost-benefit 

analysis of the three legs of the Triad and thus hopefully determine which "leg" 

provides the "most" for the "least". While conducting preliminary research it became 

obvious that it would too difficult to find reliable dollar figures that could ring true for 

each part of the Triad; there simply is no standard method for recording spending, 

especially when it involves such complex systems as strategic nuclear weapons. 

Finally, although it has become painfully clear recently that the money 

managers will have a big say in what shape the military will take and what roles ' id 

missions it will perform (and not perform) this paper examines the issues and nu .es 

recommendations based on military value, unconstrained by budgetary considerations. 

The latter, like the different arguments presented above, is another item that must be 

balanced with the military importance of any projected system. This thesis is 

concerned with U.S. strategic force requirements and goals that maximize military 

potential . In doing so it may not maximize financial efficiency. But then, what price 

can be placed on maintaining the national security? 

2. U.S. Strategic Doctrine and Objectives 

American doctrine regarding the use of nuclear weapons has evolved now 

for about four decades. Technological changes in weapons and delivery systems have 

resulted in changes in the employment policies. To get to the source of the 

requirement for U.S. strategic weapons doctrine one must review the statements of the 

national interest and objectives. The latter is found in the FY 1989 Annual Report to 

Congress made by U.S. Secretary of Defense, Frank C. Carlucci: 

"America’s preeminent national security interest is the survival of the United 
States as a free and independent nation, with its fundamental values and 
institutions intact, and its people secure. We also seek to promote the growth 
of freedom, democratic institutions, and free market economies throughout the 
world, linked by fair and open international trade. More specifically, we support 
the security, stability and well-being of our allies and other nations friendly to 
our interests. We oppose the expansion of influence, control, or territory by 
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